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ABSTRACT

The Use of Multiple Strategies in Evaluating
An_Experience-Based Career Education Program

Thomas R. Owens, Joseph F. Haenn and
Harry L. Fehrenbacher

This paper describes the rationale for using multiple avaluéﬁi@n
strategies in a comprehensive program evaluation. Examples are

given of eleven strategies used in the evaluation of the Experience-
Based Career Education project developed by the Northwest Regional
Educational Laboratory through sponsorship of the National Institute
of Education. Strengths and limitations are cited for the use of
pre- and posttesting in an experimental design, student followup and
longitudinal studies, student case studies, content analysis, adversary
hearing, cost study, ethnographic study, use of local study committee,
organizational study, panel review by experts, and surﬁey
guestionnaires. Six criteria, proposed for consideration in
determining the best evaluation strategies to use, are éiscusseé!
These are cost, timing, credibility of findings, degree of

obtrusiveness, amount of coordination needed, and efficiency.
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THE USE OF MULTIPLE STRATEGIES IN EVALUATING
AN EXPERIENCE-BASED CAREER EDUCATIGN PROGRAM1

Within the past two years, the concept of educaticnal evaluation
has become increasingly associated with that of providing and using
information to analyze alternatives and improve the decision-making
process (Stufflebeam, 1571). Much of the methodology of evaluation,
however, has not kept pace with the needs for improved decision making.
Frequently evaluators tend to think of using only statistically-based
experimental design models, Eerhags because these have been emphasized
in their own graduate tralnlng pragrams. Quite often a gap exists
between the narrow empirical findings of the usual evaluation report
and the much broader-based factual information required for programmatic
decision making. Traditional evaluation designe tend to severely limit
the variables being considered, overlooking many other real issues. Such
evaluation often emphasizes the easily quantified elements while
neglecting the more subjective, less tangible points that may be more
directly related to the decision-making process itself. For example,
the decision whether to adopt a new schosl curriculum is seldom based
solely upon the research data related to students' academic performance.
Other variables, such as the congruence of the new curriculum with the
existing school curriculum znd facilities, the cost and willingness of

the sahaél board to fund the new Eﬁrriculum'aﬁd the estimated level of

alsoc be caﬁsideréd. These types of considerations are typically

d;fflcult or impossible to exam;né with the prevalenh statlsfical

mcdels. Dthér suitable des;gns are needed to expand the evaluators'

"bag of tools," thus allowing them to select the strategies or ccmbina;ion

~ of strategies that best fit a given situation.

Robert Stake (1975) has written about his strong Preferen:e for
an alternative to traditional preordinate evaluation approaches.
Preordinate evaluation, advocated by researchers like Popham (1969),

relies heavily upon the prespecification of specific program objectives.

- Stake states that preordinate plans for the evaluation of educational

o
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programs emphasize " 1) statement of goals, 2) use of objective tests,
3) standards held by program persconnel, and 4) research-type reports"
(Stake, 1976, p. 10). The alternatlvg favored by Stake is responsive
evaluation. "An educational evaluation is responsive evaluation 1)

if it orients more directly to program activities than to program
intents, 2) if it responds to audience requirements for information,
and 3) if the different value perspectives of the people at hand are
referred to in reporting the success and failure of the program”

(Ibid., p. 10). ‘

The authors of this paper argue that in a comprehensive evaluation
that aims to serve the information needs of multiple audiences there
is a need for both a preordinate and a responsive evaluation. Legitimat
audience needs generally include answers to both the question of how
well a program achieved its stated objectives as well as what program
participants actually did in the program and why.

After presenting a brief description of Experience-Based Career
Education (EBCE) and its demonstration project in Tigard, Oregon, calle
Community Experiences for Career Education, (CE)2, this paper will
discuss eleven evaluation strategies that have been uzed with (CE)2,
assess the strengths and limitations of each strategy, show some
relationships among the strategies, discuss ways of communicating
evaluation findings, and present some suggestions useful to others

contemplating the use of multiple evaluation strategies.

11. COMMUNITY EXPERIENCES FOR CAREER EDUCATION--(CE)»

Community Exgeriénaés for Carear Education; (CE)z, is one of four
Experience-Based Career Education (EBCE)} programs being tested under
the auspices of the Nationzl Institute of Education. “Cperated in "~~~ =7
Tigard, Oregon by a nonprofit community corporation, the program is
directed by the Northwast Regional Eéucaﬁicnal Laboratory (NWREL).

(CE)p is composed of approximately 60 high school juniors and seniors
and provides a comprehensive high school education through experiences

in the community.

8
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A primary gcal of the (CE), program has been to integrate a
student’'s knowledge of a variety of careers with the acquisition of
cognitive, interpersonal and affective skills through a series of
Planned experiences with identified learning outcomes. Emphasis is
Placed on the assumption of individual student responsibility for his
or her own learning. Four characteristics help describe the essential

elements of (CE)s3:

1. The learning program evolves from adult activities in the community.

It is reasoned that if the learning activities are based directly
on adult tasks and roles in the community, learning will be
recognized as more relevant by youth in preparing for the .

transition to adulthood.

I
"

The program is based on experiential learning, actively invelving
students in the daily work of community life. This "hands-on"
approach to learning has long been recognized as an effective
learning strategy and (CE); is attempting to implement this
approach in a comprehensive program.

3. The curriculum of (CE); is fully integrated. Just as the salesman.
or foreman does not think of his interactions with people strictly
ir terms of grammar, vocabulary or psychology, the (CEjs curriculum
also applies no artificial distinetion between the "digciplines-"

4. (CE)2 is a fully individualized program. The learning goals as

well as the learning strategies are varied to meet the needs,

interests and abilities of each student (Owens and Fehrenbacher,

1975). '

Although the EBCE demonstration site operating in Tigard, Oregon,

laboratories in areas such as program governance, it contains essential

. . o, 2
characteristics common to all four versions.

O
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During the 1975-76 school year, the EBCE model developed by

‘NWREL was successfully implemented in four pilot sites in the Pacific

Northwest. Due lafgély to funding made available under Part D of the
Vocational Education Act by the U.S. Office of Education, the EBCE

program developed by the four regional educational laboratories will

9

iffers from the EBCE versions developed at the other regional educational
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become operatior :l in new sites in 42 states during the 1976~77 school
year. 5ince some of the individual elements of EBCE ars shared by other
comprehensive secondary education programs, the evaluation challenges

presented by EBCE can be applicable to many settings today.

III. EVALUATION STRATEGIES USED WITH (CE)2

A comprehensive formative and summative evaluation of the (CE)j
program haslaccurted over the past three years that looks both at
outcomes and what Cronbach (1975) terms "mediating events." This
evaluation, while focusing on student learning, has also examined
other areas such as program management, costs and employer and
community invelvement.

Because the (CE), program was designed to achieve a wide fange
of cognitive and affective outcomes in an individualized manner, the
evaluators realized that no single rasearch methodology would be
adequate. Therefore, a combination of various methadéiogiés was
employed under the assumption that the weéknésses of any one method
would be counterbalanced by the strengths of another.

In planning the (CE); evaluation activities for 1974-75 a detailed
evaluation design was prepared by the NWREL evalvation team that include
a matrix of (CE), outcome goals along one dimension and evaluation
instruments along thé other dimension. Thus, for each goal, at least
one primary and one secondary instrument were identified that would
provide information addressing that goal. Since there are other types
of evaluation questions asked by various audiences thatrga beyond the
project goals, a second matrix was developed in retrospect. This
second matrix involves an evaluation design in which some of the broadex
important evaluation questions are displayed along one dimension and
separate evaluation strategies (each focusing on separate issues and
audiences and containing its own set of instruments) are displayed

along the other dimensien.

10
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- Table 2 displays the evaluation strategies by intended audijences.
Five Eési@ audiences seem applicable to EBCE and other large-scale
development projects: 1) the fundingdaéézcy (in this case, NIE),

2) the research community, 3) persons in school districts considering
the potential adoption éf the P?@ject; 4) parents and local community
where a project is being developed, and 5) the project staff. As with
Table 1, each evaluation strategy can answer m@rg»than a single
question and can also serve more than one intended audience. Althéuéh
the reader may disagree with the authors' selection of primary:and
secondary audiences for any particular strategy, several points emerge
from Table 2. Information resulting from some sﬁxategies is probably
of little or no interest to some audiences. Fo:réxé@plé, results of

‘a local district study committee are probably of no ihterest to the
research community while the comparative testing éecuffing with a
true experimental design framework is likely to be of hiéh,iﬁﬁerest:
to this group. A second E@i£trillust:ateé by Tablevi is that some
audiences, because of the nature of the decisions they neeéfto make,
will be inte:estea in information resﬁlting from a great variety of
evaluation strategies. For example, educators in districts that are
considering the potential adoption of the EBCE vroject are likely to
have a much greater variety of information needs.than are parents and
members of the local community in which the project has been ﬂeve%gped

and operated.

14



Student Outcome Focus

1. Comparative testing with
experimental design

2. Student followup or
' longitudinal studies

3. Student case studies
4. Content gg%lysis

Program Outcome Focus

5. Adversary hearing
6. Cost studies
7. Ethnographic study

8. Iocal study committee
roviny

9. Organizational study
Panel review by experts

Survey questionnaires

Table 2 o P

INTENDED AUDIENCES

Intended Audiences

Parents P
& Local Project -

Community _Staff

Adoption -
Sites

Research
Community

p*

0

L]

o
L]

5 P

i)
L)

I’ﬂ\
e

* P represents primary audiences for each evaluation strategy

S represents secondary audiences for each evaluation strategy
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Each of the eleven evaluation strategies identified in Tables 1

and 2 is described briefly below. Each strategy has a Particular

aundience and set of evaluation instruments from which data were collected

and analyzed.

[

Comparative Testing

In order to determine student gains in Basic Skills, Life Skills -
and Career peveiapment which are attributable to participation in
EBCE, an exggrimental design was used in 1974-75 thatbiﬁvolveé
pre= and p@sﬁtést;ng of the exgeiimental and control group e
students. From the total pool of student applicants for (CE)Q;
students were randomly assigned to participate in (CE)2 or the
control group. Students in the control group remained in the
regular school program throughout the year. Instruments used
included standardized tests-such &5 5&555%25 from the Comprehensive
Test of Basic Skills, instruments deveiagea by Educational Iesting
Service that were used commonly on EBCE programs in three other
parts of the country, and instruments developed locally by NWREL.
Correlation and psychometric analyses were run to determine the
relatianshiéxamahg stuéenﬁ outcome measures and between various
outcome and student baé%%réuna measures. | These analyses were

also run§£g>assess the reliability and validity of the instruments

used and to determine the differential pregram effects upon various

B
e’

[

(CE) 5 students. T g

Followup and Longitudinal Studies

One of the tasks of the Educational Testing Service in its

“eéxternal evaluation of EBCE during 1974-75 included the followup

of students who have graduated from (CE)2 since it began and of
students who had dropped out of the graérami Special student
interviews were developed and used for this purpose. The intent

of this study was té assess the effects of (CE)2 upon students’
occupational, educational and personal life after they had gzaﬂuated
from the program. A study was conducted the following year to
assess the first and second year impact of (CE); on students who

remained with the pr@gramefar both years; Preliminary thought

16
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was also given to . a longiﬁuﬂina;'studyAaf the (CE)» gféﬁﬁatésf

although the number of such graduates at the time was rather
smai . ' |

Student Case Stﬁdiag

Intensive. cose studies of six (CE)E stu&ents selectéﬂ by a

stratified random sample wera’canﬂuctea by the NWREL evaluation

team dufing’1§74a?5. Because the (CE)2 Eragram is complex.

highly ;nﬂiv;duallzaﬂ ana involves multlple, 1nterrelated
léarn;ng strategles ‘and a WL§E 5pe§trum af student éutcgmes,
the case-study approach to evaluation seemed appropriate. It

is in keeping with the philosophy and practice of (CE)p and

v;oncentrates on the 1nalv;dual student. ~Ea$e StudyfétﬁaentSw- , 2< 5‘

were selected so as to represent junlgrs ana seniﬂrs and -
students with high and low motivation. Multiple’ data Ecllécti@nr %
t:ategles were used in thé case stuﬂies to- obtaln a c:oss

validation of information about Each of the studenta. These

methods included: a) observation of students at employer sites

three times a yzar and interviews with the students’ employer
instructors, b) parent interviews, c). indepth student interviews
four times’ du:;ng the year, d) interviews with program staf*,
and e) a review gf studentecampléte& projects and other documents.
& total of 23 records were identified as secondary sources of
data for each student and a set of guide questions was prepared
for analyzing each sa&aﬁaéry source. A more complete aesériptigﬁl
of the ‘rationale, pra;eduzes ané findlngs from the case 5tu31és
is available (Fehrenbacher, Owensg and Haenn,- 975)-

éantEﬁt Enalysis

and preoducts well documented, the evaluators agréed to use studen
and project documents as an important part of the_gvgluatlgni
Content énalysis (the systematic classification and use of existiﬁg
documentation) became a valuable tool for transforming existing '
file data into a form usable for evaluation. Content analysis

was applied to four types of data: 1) student projects and. _ .

17
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written reports, 2) student records of program activities begun

and completed, 3) the list of employer sites used with (CE)j,

and 4) the (C)2 Board minutes.
:The Life Skills projects and resulting written reports for each

_Df*thé six case study students were retained by the learning

managers thraughaut the year and given to the NWREL evaluation

unit for analyslsi The evaluators identified lz_cr;ter;a they
wished to apply to each student project.  These criteria included
the Qxtent to which Basic Skills work was ;ntegrgted lﬂta the
project, the extent te which the praject fit a student's ;ntgrest
areas, and the extent to which the proiect met the Ghjéctl es
for the Life Skills area in which it was written. - A two-page

written dessrigtibn of each student was prepared together with

a rating guide ;nvalv;ng flve-palnt scale for each ecriterion.
An experienced high school curriculum director ﬁat familiar with
EBCE was hired as a consultant and spent four days applying the
criteria to each case-study student's projects. The consultant's
ratings were keypunched and analyged for descriptive statistics
and an assessment of the general areas ,trengths and weakness

of s
of projects in each of the five Life Skllls areas was reported.

Student records of program activities begﬁn and completed were
oje

o
recorded by the project staff and provided to the evaluators

for analysis. These data allow thé evaluators to learn the

averéq len gth of timé needed to complete progeats and other

':aud, on’ a-time- treﬁd 53515, tﬂ”determlne the patternlaf program-

act1v1ty cgmple -ion ov the course of the entire school year.
The list of cooperating employer Sltés was analyzed and
categorized into the 15 U.S. Office of Education occu at;anal

clusters in order to see which clusters were most and least

heavily represented and to determine if -~y clusters were

The m@nthly (CE), Board minutes were analyzed to determine the

content nature (and frequency) of. the Board's discussions and

18 o 1
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to determine whether most of the time was speﬁt by the Board in
listening to progress reports, discussing operations or
discussing policy recommendations. The results of this analysis
were displayed by mcnth and 1ﬂdlcated that the Board was, in
fact, a policy making Board.

Advetsarfﬂﬁgaring

As a way of providing information directly relevant to potential
aéaptérs of EBCE, a prototype adversary hearing was held and
videotaped. The héariné, based on issues cansiaeréd relevant
o the aﬂcpti@n decision by school district administrators,
presented witnesses and arguments favorable and unfavorable i
to the adoption of EBCE and provided for limited cross examination |
of witnesses and testimony presented, Two consultants from
Midwestern universities served as the adversaries. A professor

of law and several other consultants assisted the NWREL evaluators -
in plannlng and staging this abbreviated hearing. Although the
prototype hearing was quite limited in time and resources utlllzed,
the general approach seems to have merit in future evaluations
(Hiscox and Owens, 1975).

Cost Studles

Two cost studies regarding (CE)2 operations were ;onéucted by two
outside consulting groups. One study investigated the ongoing
costs of (CE)3 in comparison with secondary academic and vocational
programs in three selected Oregon school districts. Direct daily
staff costs of instrucﬁiﬂn for iﬁdividually'saﬁgied studentg were .

obtained but lesser costs such as physical plant, equipment and

. transportation were not computed. By ccmputing direct -instructional

costs on a sampled student bas;s, it was possible to examine the
wide variation of student costs within the same academic program,
as well as to compare program totals (Gourley, Gourley and Delos,
1975). -

In the second cost study conducted in 1974, an investigation was

made of the costs being absorbed by employers when they accept

a (CE), student or students on assignment at their sites

19
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(Instituta for Educational Management, 1574). Costs were
: analygei'iﬁ téfﬁs af!’ §pé¢e-§ccupied'Eyfthé stuééntleqﬁipmént o
used in lnstruct;an, adminlgtrative costs, cansumable supplies

related té ;nstfuctlan and 1nstru3tianal tlme. <AL fEPIEEEntathE

A At e 1Bl e

3 sample of BO ﬁut of 95 emgl@yer 51tes was- selecteﬂ baseﬁ oh

5trat;f;¢at1an by slze anﬁ type of- huglnEss. Empl@ye: 1ntervxew E

[

“Jata were analyzéd separately far stuﬂents on an Explaratcry
. level and those on a mare 1ntens;ve 1earnlng levell T

7. Ethnaggeghic Studg

[T P,

One of the st:ateg;es uséd by Educatlanal Test;ng Servléa as-

PP

- part of 1ts EBCE external evaluatlan cantraét w1th NIE was that
of Emplnying anthrapalngists ta aanduct an éthnmgra§hic stu&y

- at each of the fauf EBCE demanstratisn s;tesg The ethnagraphlc
study of (CE)E was ;ntendaﬂ ta be ﬂescrlptlve rather than
evaluative. "They are to pEQV1de a. hackgraund far the.

v§ : 1nterpretatian Qf systematieally gathered evaluatlve data,
: rather than EEIVLEQ as a suhstltute for" the 1atter.“ (Durg;n,;

1975, p. 3). The resident anﬁhrapalaglst spent appraxlmately _

seven months ‘ daily contact with (EE)g to déscrlbe the 1nfa;mal

in i
and formal activ i es. that :hara:ter;se the grgject s lea;nlnq '

i S center and emplayer sites.. The main fccus wag “on student

behaviors and san:eptlans rathér than on thase af staff,!,",”

b e ot o

;;ncluaed student gbservat;aﬂ anﬂ apensendéd interv1ew w;th

EA gtu&ents and staff. 'ffj.f

8. 'Lﬂcal Stuéy Cammlttee REVléw » ) R
' In 1974 the Elga;d Schaal DlstI;Et farmed a study camm;ttee f@:

e e

;Thls lz-membér camm;ttee was cﬂmpcseé_af the (GE)g Directar,
several’ part;clgat;ng EmplayerE, twa parents, a stuﬂent and
administrators fram the Tlga:d H;qh School ana the Dlstrlﬂt._v

'alteznat;ves, studied the NWEEL 1nter;m evaluatlan flnd;ngs.

i'emplayers or parents.“ (Ibid., p. 4). Methaaalag;es used ) ;%?;f'%=a;-

‘six months - ta maka rgcamméndat;ans :Egardlng the future of (CE)E-;L;h;

" The.- Eammlttaé rev;ewed natlanal léterature,rélated,ta eﬁuﬁatlcnal o

i" and Eandusteé a quéstlannalre survey Qf ParthlPatlng EmPlﬂyer5i 
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to aeterm;ne ‘their continued commitment to (Cg)g prav1d1ng the
Tlgar& Schaal D;strlct assumed respanslh;l;ty far fund;ng ana
ngeratlng ‘the pragram (Beier, et.al., 1974) :

ganizatlanal Studg

As part af the External summative evaluatlan cantraet. Eéucatlanali
'vTestlng SEIViGE cﬂnéuzted an Drganisat;anal stuay af EECE at each %
af‘thévfauf,demgngtratian sites. A sacialagigt was féSPG sible fz'
far this ass iénﬂent, The sac;alag;eal analysis fasuseﬂ upan :he’“;'

pragram s histazy, 1ts arganlsatianai st:ucture and

‘intergrgan;zatlanal :elatlcnships (Trask 1975)i: Data ‘used f@f
this: repa:t .were based upan interviews w;th prajéct 5taff at
each of the four regi@nal 1abgratar;es partlcipating Ln thé :
devélapment af EBCE -and on analy51s af 1nstitutlanal reca;ds,
Faxticulagly the quarterly prggregs reP@rts subm;ttea by eaéh
Labaratary tg NIE. ’

Panel Review by Experts ‘f T f%'

During thg first and SEGQnd years of EECE cperatign. "a, panel

review téam was used.  In the first yvear the team that v1s;téd ‘
and reviewed (CE)j cansished of a college aean, who is natlgnally
known in career educatlon, and the persanne; managér at one of
 the large partlaipatlng empléyar sites in Oregon., Thé;r :omments

helped lnfluenae revisions in the Program ‘for- thekigllow1n§

year. In the second year af agerat;ﬁn. HIE cgmm;sélaned a five-
-»Eerson .site review team. ma&e up ‘of an ass;stant superlntendent
an education program director of an 1nte:natlgnal corperatlan,

a Teamsters Union director of research ana education, an
executive of a private research institute and the dean of a
college of education. - Th;s team spent three days at ‘the :
éemanst:at;an sites for Each of thE four' pa:tlelpatlng eduzat;anal
laboratorias thalnlng lnfarmatian on Evaluatléﬁ questlans or
lSSDES related .to the PEGJEEt'S abjectlves that were»agreed on

jointly by the project staffs at the four sites,. NIE and the

rév;ew team membezs. Prl@r t§ vlslt;ﬁg ésch s;te, the team
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reviewed each site's operation plan, Quarterly reports and

'
rome B s et s 1o i e S

evaluation reports. - Upon arriVing'at‘eéQE site, the team - ' ,,'_.,,}i

: reaeived a camgrehensive briefing~abeut'the'ébjeéﬁivgs and :

actlvitles at the site fc;lowad by cbservatian gf students at

thE Learnlng Center anﬂ at emplayér "tes and 1ntervléw5 w1th

a sample of students, parents, emplayers aﬂd staff »*mmed;ate R

feedback was glven by the team to. the pragect staff at each site

: at the conclusion of the vlslt. Thls was failawed by a wrltten
" ) . SR
report containing gancluslgns and recammendatians.‘f S

- 11, Survey Questionnaires

; The evaluatlan team has made ext2ﬂ51ve usa af questlanna;res tc
survey perzept;ong aﬁ thé (CE)E pr@gram from var;ous Pﬁpulatlons

) 1nElud1ng students, . graduates,‘staff, parénts and Emplayers,'J
Questlanﬁaires have also been used tc ellclt self=repart aata f;:'

on student progress.
The primary audiences éfvéuestianhéiré sﬁfvéy'findi'gs'havé’bean i
the aevelapmental staif NIE, parents and lacal cgmmunlty, and :

patentlal :epllcatlan sites.. Thls typé of 1nf§:matlgn alsg may »,[7”

be useful to Eartlcipat;ng Schoal dlstrlcts.

D rin g the f;;st year af evaluat;on quest;anna;r&s Wéfé ut;llzea?

to NIE. In: th;s s%éaﬁd year most af the stuﬂy 1n5t;ume¥ts usei _
4"a_ were debeléged Egagératlvely by evaluatlan staif members from .
: the four regional educational laboratories and fram the ) o
o Eﬁu&atlgn and Work Group of NIE. These lﬁstrumants cgntalned )

a common sectlon re;evwnt to all fau: sltés aﬁa a unigue

section that a lcwed each site to measura var;ables ‘of local

T © 77 7 interest.” This’ comblnat;@n*thHS“a1lawed=£cr=gammgn‘1nf@;mat;onn=u=“w»~§e?%%;
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needs of NIE across sites as well as the sgéciél needs of each
site. o

Mcst survey qguestionnaires used in the 1974-75 Evalua*}cﬁ af
EECE were aevelaged ]Qlﬁtly by Eﬂucatlanal TEStlﬂg Serv1se and
the ;nternal evaluation staff at the f@ur regional educational .

iahérétﬂries. Thése”ihStrUmEBEE wefe administérea'tc project

control group students. . B ‘ o

IV. STRENGTHS AND LIMITATIONS OF EACH STRATEEY

Examination of the multiple evaluation strategies used with ;
(CE)2 uncovered certain strengths and limitations in each strategy.
Table 3 identifies the essential characteristics of each strategy as
used with (CE)3 and the authors' assessment of perceived strengths
and ;1m1tatlgns cf each.3 - This assessment should be useful to evaluators

:an$1der1ng the ‘use of such st;ateg;es in futuré Evaluatlcns.
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 Evaluation Strategy

ASSESSHENT OF EVALUATION STRATEGTES USED

'-WLthln an experlmental
“design

_Tssential Characteristics L 7 St:éﬁgﬂzs “

'ST_UDEN-T OUICOIE FOCUS

Compares project students' ‘1, Attempts to.control
performance and progress with " factors jeopardizing .
that of control and comparison  ~ internal and external
group students to determine validity |
the program's treatment effects
2, Generally acceptablé |
standards and procedures

for judging significant

=diffetencts betweern
groups .

Limiﬁatia;g{-: .

Ignores vatiatitns:_ffl‘if
existing within
treatments -

. Can interfere with the - G

natural operations Df
the pragram

Often ltmlted to. nnly

g few generallzed Dutcamt:
measut‘és. o -

Graduate followup

- Long~range student
longitudinal study |

“outcomes of the program
are 'impcrtant aﬂd can

upon students cttupgtl@nal
educational and personal life
after they graduate from the
program ' 5tudents have gtaduated{

?

more: dlfflﬁﬂ1t~tﬂ LR

As evaluation gets
more remote in time
from’the program

treatment, it becones

Establish causatlty' |

Provide evaluation and indepth 1.
description of a sample of |
‘students' performances,

attitudes and interactions 2,
with peers, parents, staff and
empluyers

Student case studies Darument 1ndlv1dual

treatment af studtnts

Allew for a synthesis of
 much ﬁata abaut
1ndlv1&ual students

| Bi Utillze reallstit ;
SubjECtLVE Judgmtnt for
1nterpretat1an '

‘ N

| the evaluatttt
- potential b;asts e

| dlittcult

Use of few students -
makes genefalitgtiangpz

D;ffltult ta éEtect




- Evaluation Strateqy

Bssential Charucteristics

Linitations

i.ﬂa Content Analyéis

Converts existing program .
documentation into usable
form for evaluation purposes

Use is made of
available program
documentation

. Unobtrusive methed

Data collected are
usually directly
relevant to the progran
operations

1,

Dependent upon the
accuracy of the project
staff in collecting and
racording the nformation-

Missing data may he
impossible to retrieve
or estimate

‘5, Mdversary hearing

L,

‘Presents opposing arguwments 1.
and witnesses favorable and
wnfavorable to the program

examination of witnesses nd
testimony related to the R
potential adoption of the
program by other districts

Presents both pro and
con evidence.

. Provides for a cross

examination of testimony

Particularly attentive
to the information
nezds and time frame
of decisicn makers
considering program
adoption

. Decision makers may

. be influenced by the

persuasiveness of the
adversaries more than
by their evidence

. The qualifications of

the two adversaries
may not be balanced

Time limitations may
cause a focus on anly
a few issues

6. Cost Studies

A

Provide information absut 1.
the direct and indirect

. costs for employers

participating with the
progran

. Compare the pregran's cost

with conpeting prograns

Direct daily staff

. costs of instruction for

individually sanpled
students are obtained

Developrental and
instructional costs of
the program are isolated

Opportunity costs to
employers are assessed

Staff costs are

computed but other

costs; such as physical
plant, equipment and
transportation may not Vi
be o

made at a cost/benefit
study



Essential Characteristics

- ,7;5trengt’hs,f;

;;@ita;icns

'.Ev;;ggtian Strateqy

, Ethnographic Study

program students in depth
and depicts their inter-

and employers
Describes the formal and

informal structure of the
progLam

1. Intensive description
of the progran based on
daily chservation and
‘interaction of the .
anthropologist

2. Generally wobtrusive

1. Not easily subject to
replication

2 Réquires t:éiniﬁg and

- “talent not available to
- most evaluation teams

3. Ioplicit valw judgpents

of the anthropologist -
are sometines hard
to detect

. [Local study
committee review

Reviews existing evaluation
data and integrates them
with a new survey in order
to identify alternative
recommendations regarding
the future of the program

1, Reassesses the need for
the program :

2. . Evaluates each proposed
alternative

3. Actively involves some
parents and community
in evaluation

4, Integrates available
and newly collected data

1. Such comittees often
lack necessary skill
in interpreting
evaluation findings .

or de¥igning new
" instruments

. Organizational
study

Investigates the
ofganizational structure and

development of the program and

its interorganizational -
relationships

1. Applies sound
sociological constructs
to the study

2, Intégrates‘management
reports and personal
interviews

1, Focuses upon a narrow

dspect of the project

2. The audience for this

study is more limited
than that for other
évaluation studies




=T

__ Evaluation Strateqy

¢

_Dssential Characteristics

Strengths

_ Linjtations

10 Panel review by

experts

Reviews existing management and
evaluation reports, involves
intensive onsite observations
and interviews followed by an .
oral debriefing and later
written report including
conclusions and recommendations

1. Mllows external experts 1,
to apply a fresh
perspactive in
interacting with
progran-related people
and in reaching
conclusions and
recompendations 2

2, Allows experts from

External reviewers
sometimes fail to
comprehend the
intentions or rationale
for the program's
operation

Experts sometines let
their personal values
interfere with their

- m e e e yarious “flelds to work - recommendations
as & team in their
project review 3, Tnaccurate impressions

_ are sometimes acquired
3, Mlows for the use of bacause of the
nationally known brevity of time
talents that could L
not be afforded on a
fulltime basis
) _ - f N

11. Survey questionnaires

30

Obtain perceptions of the
program from students,
staff, parents and employers
and obtain self report data
on student progress

1, Can obtain people's
opiniens .in a
confidential manner

2. Generally economical to 2.
collect

i%% Subject to respondent

misinterpretation or
bias

May deal superficially
with issyes




V. RELATIONSHIPS AMONG THE EVALUATION STRATEGIES

The relationships among the elevem evaluation strategies described
in the previous section are complex. The selection of these strategies
was not done in advance throuvsk some grand design but rather evolved

out of the expressed needs of the various audiences identified earlier

in Table 2. Nevertheless, certain patterns emerge in retrospect that

O
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When viewed from this framework, the comparative student testing with an
experimenﬁal design setting and the student followup/longitudinal

study are primarily preordinate evaluation while the others are primarily
responsive evaluation strategies.

Four evaluation strategies primarily were used to assess student
outcomes: comparative testing, student followup studies, student case
studies, and content analysisi The student case studies allowed the
evaluators to gain new insights into indirect outcomes of the program
which resulted in the addition of several new areas to be included on
interviews. Content analysis of'stﬁééﬂt grcjects,ana resulting reports
were part of the case studies and provided insights for some questions
asked of all students on a year end questioﬁnaireg VDescriéticﬁs from -

the case studies were useful also in helping to account for significant

- differences found in the ‘experimental dasign study.

The ethnographic study, while-not focusing specifically on student-- - —

outcomes, did describe student rélaﬁionships with each other, the staff
and employers. 1In areas where they overlapped, the ethnographic

They were often based on a single student, however, and covered a

wider perspective of that stuéént's environment than did the case
studies. The ethnographic description also differed in that it reported
more frequently upon serendipities in student behavior gleaned from

the anthropologist's daily presence at_tha‘learning center for

~----approximately seven months.
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,,,,, s program outcomes as distinct from student
outcomes were seldom closely assouciated, except that prior years®
(CE)> evaluation reports (involving formative evaluation, comparative
testing and survey questionnaire results) were reviewed and used by
people involved :n the adversary hearing, panel review members and

members of the local district study committee.

VI. COMMUNICATING EVALUATIDN} FINDINGS
Each of the évaluat;én strategies performed by personnel outside

of NWREL, sgch as the ethnographic study by Educational Testing Service,
has résgltéﬁ’in written reports. The expert review panel has also

made an oral presentation of its findings to NIE and to certain-members
of Congress and their aides. The local study committee, in addition

to its written report, also made an oral presentation to the Tigard
School District Bgaré of Education. In contrast with the written
reports, tha adversary hearing was videotaped and the edited tape
served as the final product.

The 1974=75 EBCE evaluation report prepared by NWREL was organized .
along three dimensions: an executive summary, findings organized around
the grage:t objectives, and findings organized by evaluation instruments.
The executive summary reported only the highlights of the report. Since
some instruments covered more than a single project objective and since
some objectives were measured by multiple instruments, it was felt that
a second organizational structure was needed that listed each program
objective &nd all thé.éGéluaﬁicn results related to that objective.

This structure was developed especially for practitioners who were

more 1nteresteﬂ in the project's outcomes than in how they were

evaluat ad. The thlrd structure, intended largely for a research
aadience, Qrgaﬂlgéﬂ tha findings according to the evaluation instruments
used. This th;rd aggraach lncludea a description of each instrument
and the populations with whlch 1t was used.

Requests from varléus aud;encés resultéd in the need for separate

evaluation summary documents. One sum@ary was intended for parents,
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employers and eduycators wishing a lavman's view of the evaluation.

This led to the development of an evaluation digest of about six

pages that covered the main findings. Other audience requests led

to the preparation of a two-page evaluation summary. Overhead

transparencies that summarize eight or ten of the kéy evaluation

__findings have also been prepared and used with various groups. The . ..

EBCE evaluation findings collected by all four regional educational

laboratories have béén summarized by the National IﬂStitﬁtEvﬁf Education

and included in nationally distributed EBCE brochures, "
Perhaps the most important and successful strategy for

communicating the evaluation results to interested parties and to

potential adopters of EBCE has been to insure that the EBCE staff

members at each of the regional educational laboratories responsible

for assisting school districts in the adoption of EBCE are familiar

with the findings. These persons provide information and technical

assistance to districts wishing to use EBCE. The evaluation findings

VII. CRITERIA FOR SELECTING MULTIPLE EVALUATION STRATEGIES

The evaluation strategies described in this paper would probably
be useful in many 1arge—sgalé aevélngEnt grojects where the need is
to provide evaluation information to a variety of aué;encesi Because
time and evaluation resources are 1mgartant constraints, it is generally
wise to consider a variety of pctentlal evaluation strateg;es and then
to analyze the alternatives so as to select the minimal number of 7
strategies needed to accomplish the job. Factors important to consider
in aeéérmining.griarities among potential strategies include: 1) costs,
2) timing, 3) credibility.of findings, 4) degree cf‘gbtrusiﬁeness,

5) -amount of coordination needed, and 6) efficiency.

34 -
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Costs

The eleven evaluation strategies iéssribeé in this paper vary
widely in cost. The comparative testing, student case stuaies? and
ethnographic study were the most costly. The éast‘éf,scmé strategies

such as the adversary hearing and local gtudy committee review depend :

______;:heaﬁilyvan_zgntrlbute&—tlme—Qi nanpregégt—gersans—-Ihe~amguﬁt—ar T
student and staff time involved should alse be taken inte cansideratlan

in determining costs.

Timing 7

The tlmlng of an evaluation strategy is another :ru&;al factar‘
Several elements af ,timing need to be considered 1nclud;ng-' 1) the
deadline when the information is needea.lz) the length of tlme it

wculd take to plan, collect and analyze data, and 3) the mast app:apriate ‘

time in the developmental cycle of a project for collectingﬂcezta;n

data.

Credibility of tﬁe findings is something that is often overlooked
until an evaluation is completed and the data reported. Two examples
" from the (CE), evaluation can be cited where. the nature of the
evaluators involved contributed to the credibility of the findings.
In the adversary hearing, it was decided that thé advocates for and
against the future adoption of EBCE should be completely independent
L of the project. Also, when the national panel review team appointed
Ey NIE was created, its creaibility was enhaﬁcéd by having on the
industry and a Pr;vate research grganlsatlan. In adﬂiti@n, credibility
of the evaluation findings can be enhanced when severai evaluatian
strategies produce results that reconfirm or suPPg:t what was found

through the use of other strategies.

D_egr'ee of Dbtr‘us1 veness

strategies is the extent tc whlch a g;ven strategy wlll be abt:u51vé'
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and perhaps clash with the mission and activities of the project.” =~ =~~~
Concern for maintaining a "low profile" was one of the key factors
in considering an ethnographic study where a trained anthropologist

Eaﬂla observe without dlSLurblﬂq the environment. The use of a true

TRt L mcmeea

—Efexper;menta; design—dinevaluating | (CE)2 “during the “third ye year, because

of its obtrusive nature, required delicate negoiiation with the

project operations staff.

Coordination

A point often overlooked in selecting multiple evaluation
strategies is the amount and type of coordination needed. This
coordination includes the amount and type of interference that may
accrue to students, staff and others such as participating employers.
It also includes the coordination of persons or agencies to be involved
in the data collection for each strategy. One compromise the authars'
have used with the operations staff in managing the coordination of
different evaluation strategies was the agreement at the beginning
of the school year as to the maximum total amount of direct time of
students and-staff that would be used in anytype of evalgaticn; This
agreement then insured that the project's coordinator of researcﬁgénd:
evaluation would maintain a close planning and monitoring of student

and staff time used in evaluation.

Efficiency *

In serving as a discussant for an earlier draft of this paper
presented to the Fourth Annual Pacific Northwest Eéucétiénal Research
and Evaluation Conference in May 1976, Jasegh Hansen of the Portland
Public Schools suggested an additional criterion, efficiency, be used
in considering multiple evaluatian strategies. He stated that "a
strength of multiple strategies 1 ies'iﬁ thé_réaﬁnéanéy'gf information
produced which provides the bas;s for establishing the feliability of
findings. ' This redundancy is E@stly and may be obtained at the
expense of foregoing the collection of- athéinb;ts of unique information. nd

The six factors discussed above ;:e not meant to dlgcau:age

other evaluators from using multiple evaluation strategies when appropriate.

o I - 24 e
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Rather, they are meant to serve as a balance against the indiscrim-
inate use of a "shotgun" approach to evaluation. As a result of

considering the evaluation strategies presented in this paper, it

-is-hoped-that other evaluators will give thought to considering
] -

the use of a wider "bag of tricks" and will select those that are

“most appropriate to a program's needs.
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FOOTNOTES
xa o

1_ . . - . : s e aen
"This paper is based on an earlier version presented in Seattle,
Washington at the Fourth Annual Pacific Northwest Educational

— Resea:ch and_Evaluation Conference in May, 1976. - le—o o

zﬁn EBCE program has also been developed, p;lgt tested and disseminated

by the Appalachia Educational Laboratory, Inc., in Charleston, West
Virginia: Far West Laboratory for Educational Reseaxch and_Development

“in San Fraﬁ3152é, California; and Research for Better Sahoals, Inc.

in Phlladelphia, Pennsylvania.

3I‘he authors wish to express appreciation to Robert Stake fér his
critique and suggestions for improving an earlier version of Table 3.

4Eased on discussion notes supplied to the author by Joseph Hansen.

et
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. The following papers in the Eesearch,'Evaluatién and D velogment Pager

Series are available at the Eriaés'stated Bélow:

® The Status @f Research on Models of Praduct Developmant and

: Evaluatlgn. By Nick L. Smith and Etephen L. Murray, Northwest
Regional Educational Labaratory. EL 50 per cepy (BGE—SEDL)

) Techniques and E:acedu:es far Farmative EvaluatiOﬂ. By James
Sanders, Northwest Reglanaleéuzatlon31*Laboratory and .
Donald J. Cunningham, Indiana Un1vers;ty. $3.00 per copy

(EDE—EEDE)

L A L@Dk at the Mosaic of Eﬂucatlonal Evaluat;an an&

Accauntabillty-f By Blaine Worthen, Narthwest Regional
Educational Labcratcry_ $2.50 per copy (896753931Q

° The Adminlstratcr Resear:her Inte:actlan-/’lhé Conduct of
Caageratlva Research., By Stephen L. Murray and Nlck L. Smith,
Northwest Regional Edueatlanal Labcratory. $1.50 per
z-c:];:y (806-5204) : S

L) g;gfpraduat Evaluation: What to do While Waiting for the

Product. By Nick L. Smith, Northwest Regionadl Educational
Laboratory. $1.50 per copy (806-5205) ' :

e ‘A Presgr;ptlve Model of Development or Evaluat;gn- - Some
Neex d Maturlty. BY Cecil Clark, Brigham Young Unlverslty.
$2.50 per copy (806=5206)

*

Some Tasks and Competencies Frequently Requ;rad in Educatlanal

Rezearch aﬂa Evaluation. ' By Blaine Worthen, Northwest Reglonal
Eduéatlcnal Laboratory. $2.50.per copy. (806-5207)-

Easeﬂ Careez Educatjcn, By Thamas Ri Gwens, J@seph F Haenn anﬁ
Harry L. Fehtenbacher, Northwest Regional Educational Labaratory.
$2.50 per copy (806- SEDS)

L] The Use of Student Case Study Methodology in Program Evaluation.
By Harry ' 1,. Fehrenbacher, Thomas R. Owens and Joseph F. Haenn,
Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory. $2.50 per copy

(B806=5209)

Complete Set of Titles: $17.00 (reflects 15% discount)

Prices subject to change without notice.

send purchase order or prepayment for any of the titles listed above to:
Office of Marketing and Dissemination
Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory
710 5.W. Second Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97204
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